Preface
This research project was born out of personal curiosity. Having worked Air Force weapons systems, including space assets, with the U.S. Congress as a member of Air Force Legislative Liaison, I found it intriguing to watch the political posturing and bantering when it came to the issue of weaponizing space. While space is already used for military purposes such as intelligence, reconnaissance, navigation, etc, it is a totally different ballgame when you talk about protecting your own space assets or denying an enemy use of his, or someone else's, space assets. I set out to determine if the "long pole in the tent" was law, policy, or politics, or a combination of the three.
In dealing with Congress on space programs, it became apparent to me that not everyone agreed on interpretation of laws and treaties, not to mention national intent/policy. Concurrent with partisan political debates over the legality of putting weapons in space was the Air Force's movement toward the Nation's Air and Space Force to be followed by a transition to a Space and Air Force. With this Revolution in Military Affairs type of move into space control, today's Air Force finds itself working to fulfil a vague National Space Policy by developing programs for, and methods of, space control. The dilemma encountered is one of being told to accomplish this without being given the required tools and permission to accomplish the task -for political reasons.
Therefore, the Air Force finds itself trying to please two masters, the Administration and Congress, who have opposing viewpoints. iv I hope that the reader will find the points made herein useful in answering the question of weaponizing space, at least for the near term. We must remember, things In the area of international law, both customary law and treaties were examined. The bottom line in this regard is the fact the United Nations Charter allows a country to defend itself and its property, even in space. On the other hand, the Anti Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty doesn't allow space based missile defenses. However, during the Reagan Administration's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), the ABM treaty was interpreted to not apply to new technologies such as lasers. Given this argument, new technologies would be allowed in space. Therefore, under the law, the U.S. could act in space if in self-defense. On the other hand, in a more proactive mode it could apply the Reagan ABM interpretation regardless of world opinion, and weaponize space to prepare for selfdefense. Renegotiating or withdrawing from the ABM treaty are also options.
vi Under the umbrella of National Space Policy, the mission of Space Control is directed. While this theoretically covers whatever may be required to accomplish the mission, no specific guidance is given. Although specifics don't need to be in a top level policy document, in this case the absence of weaponization authorization is purposed to keep it politically correct. There is no consensus among policy makers that the U.S. is ready to sign up to weapons in space. This ambiguous situation sets the stage for conflicting signals and is of little help in determining if the Air Force can weaponize space.
Finally, after examining several prospective space weaponization programs of interest to the Air Force, the common thread amongst the past and present politically acceptable programs is "who wields the most power." During the Reagan administration, his popularity and public support for anti communist rhetoric allowed him to have the upper hand and spend billions of dollars on SDI. Conversely, in a political move to assuage Russian President Yeltsin's concerns over the U.S. firing a ground based laser at a satellite, President Clinton vetoed the military space programs mentioned. However, one that survived the veto pen was SBL. Coincidentally, Senator Lott, the Senate Majority Leader, along with the leadership of the Senate Armed Services Committee, sponsored SBL in Congress. Veto of such a program would result in political gridlock for the entire defense budget. Therefore, it is scenario dependent with the key variable being "who wields the most power."
The only course the Air Force can take under the circumstances is to lean as far forward as possible with space weapon ideas while awaiting the political consensus to move ahead. This consensus could come from a proactive interpretation like used for Reagan's SDI, or a significant emotional event such as an attack on U.S. satellites.
vii

Introduction
The Air Force recently stated, as one its core competencies, Air and Space Superiority -control over what moves through air and space.
1 Given the inclusion of space in this core competency, can the Air Force realistically achieve a level of Space Superiority without weaponizing space, either defensively to protect our own assets or offensively to keep an enemy from using his, if not both? Moreover, if weaponization is required, can it be done without violating international law, U.S. National Space Policy, and politics? Or, given the Presidential veto of FY98 funds for Clementine II, Military Spaceplane, and KE-ASAT, systems not included in the President's Budget but intended by Congress to support and enable Space Superiority, is the mention of Space Superiority merely rhetoric from the Administration combined with wishful thinking from the Air Force? In looking at this issue, this chapter will look at a couple of the ideas the Air
Force is considering and contrast them with applicable laws and treaties governing operations in space, while the subsequent chapters will discuss our current space policy and the politics involved.
Air Force Ideas
First, we must look at why the Air Force would want to weaponize space in the first place. Is it necessary to achieve Air The Outer Space Treaty covers outer space, the earth's moon, and other celestial bodies.
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However, with one exception, it doesn't specifically cover the area surrounding the earth where we have satellites in earth orbit. The treaty signatories didn't want to restrict themselves from using existing capabilities already in earth orbit.
The exception it makes, as to what cannot be done in earth orbit, concerns the prohibition of placing nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction in earth orbit. This weapon of mass destruction prohibition also applies to the moon, other celestial bodies, and outer space. 12 This treaty also says no one can claim outer space or celestial bodies as sovereign and all treaty signatories must follow international law, including the Charter of the United Nations, concerning these areas. 13 This reference to the United Nations Charter will come into play again later.
In addition to the weapon of mass destruction prohibition, the Outer Space Treaty showing the intent to keep the UN involved with every launch made. While it isn't necessary to give the exact mission details of each launch, it is required to give the orbit description, or "parking spot" of each satellite. This not only gives us the information of where everything is in space, but also gives enough information for us to reasonably determine a satellite's mission. Therefore, this not only gives needed information for peaceful safety purposes, but also helps our situational awareness.
The Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other
Celestial Bodies expands upon the Outer Space Treaty in the area of specifics for use of the moon and other celestial bodies within the solar system. In particular, it says, "For the purposes of this Agreement reference to the moon shall include orbits around or other trajectories to or around it." 21 Since the Outer Space Treaty already prohibited military use of the moon, the item of note for this discussion is the fact the moon's orbit is now included.
Other Treaties Affecting Space Law
Several other treaties, relating to arms control, the environment, and the United Nations Charter itself, affect space law. The first arms control treaty is the Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty of 1963. This treaty bans nuclear weapons tests in outer space as well as in the atmosphere and under water. 22 While most treaties have a one year withdrawal period, from notification of withdrawal until it takes effect, this treaty has only a three month period and withdrawal is to be justified when "extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country."
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The significance of this is that it leaves open the door for possible use of nuclear weapons in space, but just as the U.S. would prefer not to use a weapon of mass destruction on earth, it would not likely prefer the option in space either. In addition, withdrawal would probably be seen as a signal of intent.
A second arms control treaty affecting space law is the Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Conclusions on Laws
The original question is whether the U.S. can legally weaponize space for the purposes of Space Control. For our purposes, space control was broken down into defensive and offensive counter space. Short of withdrawing from one the previously mentioned treaties and belligerently putting offensive weapons into space, the U.S. needs to look at the options across the spectrum of what we are willing to do politically. Given the U.S.' position as a world leader, it is important to set the example and abide by international law. With this thought in mind, a politically low threat answer is to concentrate on a passive defensive counterspace. An example, as mentioned earlier, is having multiple sensors and decoys on-orbit to reduce the probability of losing capability.
A more daring approach to defensive counterspace would be to develop an ASAT weapon to counter an enemy's ASAT capability. While this fits under the umbrella of having the right to defend ourselves, per United Nations Charter Article 51, it does beg the question of what keeps it from being used in an offensive counterspace manner. If we could get past this offensive link by somehow declaring the system to be defensive only and then pressing ahead with the program while ignoring criticism to the contrary, similar to when President Reagan said the use of exotic technologies didn't fall under the guise of the ABM treaty, then work could proceed in this area just as SDI proceeded under the Reagan and Bush administrations. Linked to this defensive discussion is Ballistic Missile
Defense conducted from space. According to the ABM treaty, we can research this option but legally must negotiate with a now defunct cosigner for permission to go beyond a demonstration -not impossible but also not without political risk. However, as previously mentioned, the Reagan administration successfully used the developmental efforts of SDI to help bring an end to the Cold War, therefore, the precedent is set.
In the area of offensive counterspace, the issue of an ASAT weapon in space was already mentioned and would be an issue for the politicians and negotiators to settle.
After all, they are the ones who change laws and enter into agreements. A more interesting question is the legality of setting up a blockade as previously described. This method of denying an enemy access to his satellite is easily seen as offensive counter space. However, if it was done to defend the U.S. from some sort of harm facilitated by the use of the satellite, would the blockade then be for self defense, therefore, defensive counterspace? While this might seem to be a play on words, it may very well be a path of least resistance as a legally defensible method of weaponizing space because self defense is allowed by Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, given there is a threat to U.S interests via an enemy's use of space. But even this thought process is confronted with another challenge. What if the enemy was buying space imagery from a third party?
Would the U.S. be opening a can of worms by prohibiting the use of the third party's
So, what is the bottom line answer to the legal question? There are ways the U.S.
can work on the defensive counterspace mission, short of weaponizing space, within current law. The examples previously mentioned include passive means such as having multiple sensors and decoys on-orbit to reduce the probability of losing capability.
However, defensive counterspace and/or offensive counterspace that uses a space weapon, or attack a space asset, would either require a redefining of terms as done for SDI, further negotiation to specific treaties, withdrawal from a treaty the U.S. finds a hindrance, or an attack on U.S. space assets invoking a defensive response under the auspices of the UN Charter's right to self defense wording. The two treaties of significance in this scenario are the Outer Space Treaty, prohibiting the use of weapons of mass destruction from space, and the ABM treaty. Given that treaties have been abandoned in the past, U.S. policy, and the politics behind it, will drive the U.S.' position on when and how to address the treaty concerns. These two areas, policy and politics, are the subjects of the next two chapters. Space Policy that says national security space activities shall contribute to U.S. national security by:
Notes
1. Providing support for the United States' inherent right of self-defense and our defense commitments to allies and friends; 2. Deterring, warning, and if necessary, defending against enemy attack; 3. Assuring that hostile forces cannot prevent our own use of space; 4. Countering, if necessary, space systems and services used for hostile purposes; 5. Enhancing operations of U.S. and allied forces; 6. Ensuring our ability to conduct military and intelligence space-related activities; 7. Satisfying military and intelligence requirements during peace and crisis as well as through all levels of conflict; 8. Supporting the activities of national policy makers, the intelligence community, the National Command Authorities, combatant commanders and the military services, other federal officials, and continuity of government operations.
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This list's wording in items 2 and 3 speak to a combative activity of some sort.
While combative activities related to space could be conducted against ground stations or could even mean jamming, it is just as plausible to say it includes activities in space.
Specifically, the Space Policy goes on to say "DoD shall maintain the capability to execute the mission areas of space support, force enhancement, space control, and force application." 4 This statement, like the wording in the list above, is also broad enough to cover combative activity in space.
To further stress the thought of our National Space Policy being all inclusive while at the same time not specifically committing to weaponization of space, this comment is found under the Defense Space Sector Guidelines: "Consistent with treaty obligations, the United States will develop, operate, and maintain space control capabilities to ensure freedom of action in space and, if directed, deny such freedom of action to adversaries.
These capabilities may also be enhanced by diplomatic, legal or military measures to preclude an adversary's hostile use of space systems and services." 5 As discussed in the first chapter, the U.S. finds itself saying it will have space control, which has the associated diplomatic and treaty baggage tied to it, while at the same time saying it will do everything within treaty obligations. This is where U.S. National Space Policy is broad enough to say the U.S. will do what is necessary but not specific enough to say how the U.S. plans to get around the tough hurdles to allow implementation of programs that will allow space control. The problem with this wording is the fact the U.S. says it will do space control within treaty obligations while, as discussed in the first chapter, to really do space control correctly, some treaties will need to be modified at a minimum.
The discussion above sticks to the national security issues involved in space policy.
There are obviously non-military issues included as well. In addition to National Power, Space Debris, and Government Pricing. 6 The reason for mentioning these other policy issues, is to bring out the fact that all of them fall under the umbrella of National Security to varying degrees, especially if any of them are threatened by an adversary.
The other reason for showing how the various areas are intertwined, is to open the discussion of how our previous space policies were developed, by either action or reaction, and were intertwined from the beginning.
Should Policy Drive Programs or Should Programs Drive Policy?
Logic would say policy should be developed to achieve a specific endstate or set of goals before the programs supporting the policy are decided upon. However, this hasn't always been the case in the history of the space program. 
The technocratic model triumphed under Presidents Kennedy and
Johnson. Four months after taking office, Kennedy asked Congress to commit the United States to go to the moon. The decision was a product of the growing technocratic mentality and immediate political trends evident in the reverses in Laos, the Congo, the Bay of Pigs in Cuba, and the flight of Yuri Gagarin, the first man in space. The moon program was a lever by which the young President, who extolled vigor and assaults on The New Frontier, and the nation, which seemed to have lost faith in itself, could find their legs and come to grips with the internal and external challenges of the post-Sputnik world. As Vice-President Johnson capsulized: "Failure to master space means being second best in every aspect, in the crucial arena of our Cold War world. In the eyes of the world first in space means first, period; second in space is second in everything." Space technology was drafted into the cause of national prestige. Later, advanced technology in general was tapped as the vehicle for national and international regeneration.
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This argument shows a policy driving a program to put man on the moon before the Soviets. However, it also shows how the technology race, therefore technological programs, caused a policy to be formulated to take advantage of the technology in a political sense. While this example almost becomes a "which came first -the chicken or the egg" sort of issue, the other main point to be garnered is how a peaceful use of space, man on the moon, was used to win a battle in the Cold War.
This brings us back to the point that the various uses of space are inextricably linked to national security. At one end of the spectrum we can see the military using space for various functions such as command and control, intelligence gathering, etc, and at the other end we see commercialization of space needing to be protected from a hostile threat. Therefore, space policy is both driven by the technology and programs, in the case of uses for peaceful purposes, as well as technology and programs being driven by space policy, as in the case of national security. Given this relationship, the US Air Force finds itself in a dilemma. On one hand it wants to weaponize space to have the best military capability possible and truly achieve space superiority and to fulfil the mission of space control as directed by National Space Policy, but on the other hand, political realities, both international and domestic, dictate that the weaponization of space is something not looked upon as an acceptable thing for a nation to do.
Other Space Policy Shortcomings
Just as the Air Force finds itself in a dilemma when it comes to achieving the goals set out in National Space Policy, without the authority to programmatically accomplish the task, or in other words left holding the bag by current space policy, NASA finds itself in a similar position. Before the current Space Policy was issued, NASA felt it was being encouraged, or at a minimum allowed, to pursue manned flight to Mars. Just prior to the there will likely be a long-term need to send astronauts to Mars to conduct site research."
Huntress also said, "The human can do a lot of intelligent integrating of the area…a synthesis job that we still don't yet know how to do in a robotic brain." 10 However, after the Space Policy was released with no mention of manned missions to Mars, NASA ceased official discussion of a manned mission and was rumored to feel betrayed by the administration.
The bottom line from this discussion is the realization that official policy, including Space Policy, must on the one hand be generic enough to sound acceptable to everyone inside the Beltway while on the other hand, providing some hope for those wanting specifics enough to actually proceed down a particular path.
However, as seen in the NASA and space control issues above, if the policy is so generic as to not have the teeth required to proceed down a controversial path, it does little good for those charged with mission accomplishment. The program will be run out of Edwards AFB and will sometimes land at Malmstrom AFB. The point to be made here is the military is still involved even though the funding for military application was cut. One explanation for the veto is the fact the funds were not in the President's FY98 budget request -they were added by Congress as part of a plus up. However, as previously discussed, it is a project the Air Force sees as a requirement but it has fallen below the funding line in the President's budget. In contrast, many other projects not in the Presidents budget, but plussed up by Congress, were not line item vetoed from the defense budget. This raises the question of why Military
Spaceplane was really vetoed. The answer may be found in the idea that even the name Military Spaceplane sounds too much like the Air Force is trying to weaponize space.
After all, it is the same vehicle as the NASA X-33, but with some militarily driven requirements.
Another program line item vetoed from the defense budget was Clementine II, more formally known as the Clementine Asteroid Intercept Technology Demonstrator.
Congress has funded this project for several years but the Administration hasn't allowed the money to be spent because it doesn't fit within politically correct bounds for the Administration. This year, with the new ability to line item veto, the Administration had another way of keeping the Congressional plus up from being spent. While there are some scientific reasons to have Clementine II intercept an asteroid, the reason Congress tries to fund it in the defense budget, and the reason the Administration is always against it, is because of its "space-based kinetic kill intercept technologies that were associated with a program that was called Brilliant Pebbles." 1 This space-based kinetic kill capability is a concept once funded by the Reagan administration as a part of SDI, often called Star Wars. During the Reagan administration, the policy was to move ahead in the space based missile defense realm even though there was active argument as to whether or not this violated the aforementioned ABM treaty. Today, under the Clinton administration, the entering argument is to fail to the conservative side on anything that is even questionable in relation to the ABM treaty or even has the perception of using space for other than peaceful purposes.
In the press release explaining the line item vetoes, the administration's Senior Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control, Bob Bell, had the following to say, "Now, obviously, there is a lot of commonality between the scientific and technological challenge of detecting, tracking and intercepting and incoming asteroid and that of detecting, tracking and intercepting an incoming missile warhead. There are differences, to be sure, but the point I want to emphasize is that the proposed asteroid 
Unofficial Reasons
While the preceding explanations of why the President would veto space control enablers, in a move seemingly contrary to his own National Space Policy's requirement for space control, are truthful and logical, there happened to be some activity in the space arena immediately preceding the veto that warrants examination. On 17 October 1997, in a joint test between the Air Force and Army, a laser was fired from the ground at a satellite in space. The Army's Mid-Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL), developed for SDI, fired several brief shots from its location in the White Sands Missile
Range and hit an Air Force satellite near the end of its useful life. The laser illuminations of the satellite were of low enough intensity to not destroy it but merely measure the hits.
The test was billed as an experiment to see how vulnerable satellites are to lasers fired from earth. The "Pentagon views the test as proof of a long-held concern: that its own satellites, as well as intelligence, civilian and commercial satellites, are vulnerable."
In the US, the test raised concerns of arms control advocates and some members of Congress. In September, Senator Tom Harkin (D-IA) wrote the President voicing his concerns about this anti-satellite (ASAT) test and the associated lack of clear policy on space control. He also and called for congressional debate on the matter. In an 18
November 1997 response to Senator Harkin, President Clinton said the laser test was "fully consistent" with National Space Policy. He said, "That policy specifically tasked the Defense Department and intelligence community with ensuring potential adversaries cannot impede our own use of space (for example, damaging satellite sensors.)" 6 He went on to explain to Senator Harkin that he didn't believe there was a threat justifying an ASAT capability for the US. He cited his veto of funds for the Army's KE ASAT program as proof of his belief in an attempt to convince Congress and Russia that the MIRACL test was defensive in nature.
The thought behind this discussion of other events is to bring out a couple of points.
One is the thought that the line-item vetoes of particular space programs were attempting to sooth fears, both internationally and domestically, caused by the laser test. While the vetoed programs seem to have been in support of the National Space Policy's space control, the administration says the laser test, which has just as much offensive potential as the vetoed items, was well within space policy. This political maneuvering, behind the guise of National Space Policy, brings us to the second point. Is our policy so unclear, as But even with these political reasons for SBL to stay alive, as mentioned in the discussion of the ABM treaty, space-based missile defenses are prohibited. Given this is just a demonstrator, and not an operational capability, the U.S. might be able to pull it off if the Russians and the arms control enthusiasts, mentioned in the discussion of the recent ground to satellite laser test, concede. However, the likelihood of it happening short of a major diplomacy effort is questionable. What is supposed to happen with the treaty if the demonstration is successful and the U.S. decides to go ahead with deployment? Unless the US suffers a significant emotional event that rallies unified support for such a system, it is still wrapped up in the same argument that occurred over the laser test and the reason why Military Spaceplane, Clementine II, and KE-ASAT were vetoed.
Will Politics Continue to Drive Programs Instead of Policy?
In an effort to link programs to policy, instead of to politics, a group of 43 retired generals and admirals sent an open letter to the President urging stronger support for space control programs. 9 The signatories quote the National Defense Panel's (NDP) admonition against what it called "the greatest danger": "an unwillingness or an inability to change our security posture in time to meet the challenges of the next century." 10 They then go on to link this to space control when they say, "We can think of few challenges likely to pose a greater danger to our future security posture than that of adversaries seeking to make hostile use of space-or to deny us the ability to dominate that theater of operations." 11 The following paragraphs from the letter summarize the concern over politics driving programs instead of policy:
Our experience tells us that the contribution made to U.S. national security in the future by space-based reconnaissance, communications, navigation and other systems will only continue to grow. We agree wholeheartedly, moreover, with the National Defense Panel in their conclusion that the decades to come will see great advances in the abilities of potential adversaries to exploit space for aggressive purposes and to interfere with our operations in outer space.
Against this backdrop, we are deeply concerned about your recent lineitem veto of three technology development programs that will bear directly upon our military's future ability to exercise control of space in wartime. The Clementine II, Kinetic-Kill Anti-Satellite and Military Space Plane programs are the technological seed corn for such crucial capabilities as space-based missile defenses, neutralizing enemy satellites and having prompt, reliable and inexpensive access to and use of space. In our judgment, these are missions the United States military must be prepared to perform.
It is especially worrying if, as some press reports suggest, your decision was prompted by the prospect that our equities in space could be protected through an arms control agreement with the Russians (and/or others). Even assuming one could craft a verifiable ban, for example, on antisatellite weapons (which appears altogether unlikely), if such an accord rendered the United States unable to neutralize hostile spacecraft in time of war, it would not be consistent with our national security requirements.
After the aforementioned letter to the President was unsatisfactorily discussed in Primary missions include ballistic missile defense (TMD and NMD) and Counterspace. The SBL's large optical mirror will also provide an inherent capability to contribute to value-added ancillary missions on a non-interference basis. Some being considered are target designation, ground surveillance and reconnaissance, space tracking, astronomical data collection, hyper-spectral imagery, and employment against time-sensitive or difficult-to-reach terrestrial targets.
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In this instance, the space control portion would obviously include defensive counterspace as well as offensive counterspace. If the system is designed to destroy a missile in flight, it takes little stretch of the imagination to see it destroying satellites or anti-satellite weapons. In fact, the tougher problem would be to make it capable of destroying targets on the ground, yet that is one of the thoughts being discussed. Having said all of this about the militaristic nature of the SBL, it must be remembered that the program is only a demonstrator and any attempt to make it operational would require renegotiation of the ABM Treaty or a radical departure from convention such as used by the Reagan administration when it said the ABM treaty only applied to the missiles and radar of the day, but not new technologies such as lasers. Chapter 4
Conclusions
The original question was whether the U.S. Air Force could weaponize space in a manner such that it could actually achieve Air and Space Superiority by using Space
Control as directed in National Space Policy. In particular, the question was viewed through the lens of defensive methods of space control. This question was run through the gauntlet of legal/treaty issues, U.S. policy, and finally politics.
can work on the defensive counterspace mission, short of weaponizing space, within current law. Examples include passive means such as having multiple sensors and decoys on-orbit to reduce the probability of losing capability. However, defensive counterspace and/or offensive counterspace that uses a space weapon, or attack a space asset, would either require a redefining of terms as done for SDI, further negotiation to specific treaties, withdrawal from a treaty the U.S. finds a hindrance, or an attack on U.S.
space assets invoking a defensive response under the auspices of the UN Charter's right to self defense wording. The two treaties of significance in this scenario are the Outer Space Treaty, prohibiting the use of weapons of mass destruction from space, and the ABM treaty. Given that treaties have been abandoned in the past, U.S. policy, and the politics behind it, will drive the U.S.' position on when and how to address the treaty concerns.
Concerning the issue of what is allowed under National Space Policy, Space Control is one of the approved and declared capabilities. However, since no specifics of how to accomplish this without weaponizing space are given, there is plenty of room for debate amongst those who say the only way to achieve Space Control is via weaponizing space to some extent and those who say Space Control can be accomplished by breaking the ground portion of the satellite network. However, this latter idea doesn't take into account the fact an aggressor may take out U.S. space assets in space leaving the U.S. So where do all of these "it depends" type answers leave the U.S. Air Force in its attempt to weaponize space to achieve Air and Space Superiority? The Air Force will be able to weaponize space only after a significant emotional event occurs, either an attack on U.S. capabilities in space which will allow self defense actions, a meeting of the Executive branch and Congressional minds, or an even more astounding occurrence such as the U.S. and Russia agreeing to change the ABM treaty to allow space based defenses.
Until one of these occur, the Air Force will have to keep leaning as far forward as possible, within bounds, to ensure we can field space control weapons in the shortest amount of time possible. This will make the process very frustrating. 
